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Winning The "War" On Drugs 

"'Nha~. i~ ta~es to be num#er one. 
You've qot to ~ay the ~ric'~- 

. . .  There is only one ~lace in //tv ~,~ame 
and ~hats f i r s t  ~lace. 

There is a second ~lace ball~ame. 
bu~ i t  is a ~ame for losers ~la,ved by ic~er's. 
... It is and alwa.vs /?as Oeen an ~merican zeal 

to be first in an.vthina we do 

and to win and to win and to win: " 
Vince tombardi 

Ptlrpose 

T h i s  paper examines  a paradigm f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  how to  win t h e  "war" on d r u g s .  A 

s y n t h e s i s  o f  t h i s  S t r a t e g y / P r o c e s s  Paradigm p r o v i d e s  a f o c u s  o f  what we want to  

accomplish, a balanced application of means commensurate with interests, threat, 

policy, prioritized objectives, and the domestic and international environment in 

which the national plan must be orchestrated. 

~i~.%. I , "~ X'DAD 

L.~c - ;~ t, ' _" ,'-, ",", *-'~ "~ • ~ ~," ~"."°?_ .. ',, " 

- " ~ %h'~ .2 ( g £ ~  ~w.~ 2 
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Problem 

"What was missing [in ~qetnam/ was the link" that should have been Drovided by the 
m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e q i e s - -  "how' t o  t a k ~ - - - t h e  means and use ~hem to  a c h i e v e  the  - - - e n d s .  " 

Harry G. Summers. J r .  

As a nation we have to decide if we are going to attack and win the drug problem 

or not. The current situation might be likened to the situation of a new 

professional football franchise: 

The new American Team (Counter Narcotics, CN) was not sure of its goal. Players 

had been motivated by the word "win", and were used to winning on their old teams, 

fa ~lj£,~eE "win" before they were picked for the big leagues. Now, however, the requirements to 

were not present. There were inadequate resources and operating expenses due to 

insufficient funding. The Team owners (Congress) and the General Manager (The 

President) were responsible for the shortages but allocated resources to other 

interests. This was confusing to players and fans because both were told that CN 

success (Political Objective) was a national priority. 

The head coach (Office of National Drug Control Policy, ONDCP) could not implement 

a winning strategy due to rivalry and confusion between the players and coaches 

a 
(Governmental Agencies). Bureacratic friction existed between the manager and owners 

A 

as well. Consequently the team was always confused, lacked unity of effort and a 

strategic plan. The fans {the American people) were frustrated and the sports 

announcer (media) encouraged apathy. Not all the team members understood the playing 

field boundaries (limitations) or game rules (legal restraints) for the big leagues. 

Team scouts (intelligence assets) gathered information on their own and dumped 

opposing team data (threat) on the coach without adequate coordination among 

themselves. This overwhelmed the coach; he could not analyze the opponents weakness 

• {vulnerability) and had no game plan (operations)to move the ball (the center of 

gravity) effectively. With the lack of a game plan, no unity of effort, game 

violations, and inadequate resources the team could not win. 

A team must know its opponents' vulnerabilities to maintain control of the ball 



with first downs; score through offensive action to entertain the fans; and win the 

game (objective) -- while always maintaining a focus on a winning season (goals and 

national interests). 

Situation 

"I have sworn eternal hostility agains every form of tyranny over ~he mind of men" 
Thomas Jefferson 

An individual caught in the drug habit soon becomes a slave of that habit, and is 

no longer a free person or a responsible citizen. 

The internal and international violence and instability caused by the illicit drug 

trade poses a direct threat to US national security, values and institutions. Most 

Americans believe that illegal drugs now represent the gravest threat to our national 

well being. It is estimated that American consumers may spend as much on drugs each 

year as the government spends on defense. Sixteen hundred tons of cocaine are moved 

every year worldwide. The sheer magnitude and complexity of the drug threat - 

foreign and domestic -- including distribution modes encompassing every means of 

transport, size of profits, and the associated problems in our country from drug 

related crime, injuries, and economic burdens -- is staggering. Accordingly, an 

effective US response requires many elements of federal, state and local 

infrastructure to solve this problem. 

There is a conflict of interests and priorities in the national CN policy. 

Different parts of the American bureaucracy pursue policies which are contradictory 

and undermine each other. The result is to paralyze effective, coordinated policy 

and ensures that no program is fully effective. Hence, the war against drugs is 

difficult to sustain, defining the enemy is confusing, and focusing on common 
/ 

objectives is complex. 

The nation will ultimately be rid of the scourge of illegal drugs only through the 

sustained application of the energy, courage and determination of the American 

people. In 1986, the President signed a National Security Decision Directive (NSDD} 



declaring illegal drugs a serious threat to national security. Congress has passed 

anti-drug abuse legislation expanding the role of governmental agencies and modifying 

the role of our judicial system. POD and 50 other agencies are involved in the drug 

war. The question is, after years of multi-national effort, what will it take to win 

the "war" on drugs? Are we willing to pay the price? 

The "War" on drugs is increasingly coming to mean a war against a significant 

portion of the American population. By'the end of 1989, 25 million Americans had 

tried cocaine, and six million were regular users. It's obvious that reducing the 

demand for drugs must be at the center of our anti-drug policy. But will we provide 

measures like legal deterrents using punitive actions? Do we want to implement 

repressive measures at home which would be socially divisive and politically 

unacceptable? We demand these measures from our Latin allies - and tie them to 

foreign aid. At the same time, drug-related violence, corruption and intimidation 

impede Andean governments' efforts to mount US-orchestrated counter-narcotics 

campaigns. 

Is the President's counter-narcotics goal an unrealistic ideal? I think not. The 

"strategy/process paradigm" identifies what kind of war we are fighting and the 

commitment required. 

Assumptions 

Due to the brevity of this paper, the following assumptions must be made~ 

-Legalizing illegal drugs, o~noninvolvement, would result in the piecemeal ~4~ 

degradation of vital interests and the toleration of unnecessary human suffering. 

-Drug trafficking constitutes a clear and present danger to our democratic ideals. 

-Measures to dea~ with American demand, however warranted, must go hand-in-hand 

with measures to deal with supply. We must eliminate both the demand and supply; 

because the U.S. will conquer neither if the other is left unchecked. 

-The anti-drug strategy must be multifaceted, taking into account what is 



supportable politically, economically and socially. 

-Drug trafficking is not simply a law enforcement problem, but a complex foreign 

policy and economic issue requiring a long-term approach. It c~n be considered low- 

intensity conflict. 

-We are currently losing the "war" on drugs. 

-The definition of war will not be addressed. The term "war" is used in keeping 

with the President's own words. 

Interest 

"The cenZrally Lmpor~an~ uuestLen is wheUzer i t  is ~c~sible ~o blend concern for  
mor~1 or£nczble with L / ~  z 'mo~ra~z ' ve5  of natz'onal ~ o w e r .  ' 

Zbz unl ~ w  8:zezzz~ ~ z  

Vital interests are derived from broad national interests. They are those 

interests the American people believe are worth fighting for. The supply of illicit 

drugs to the US from abroad is a direct threat to our national security and 

sovereignty. Illegal drugs damage national values/institutions, destroy American 

lives, and are costly to our economy. International drug trafficking, which 

threatens the stability and democratic institutions of our allies, produces regional 

and global implicationsYadversely affecting our national security interests. The 

drug threat is blurred due to the magnitude of the problem. 

Third world perpetrators of political violence have found common cause with the 

international criminal cartels that smuggle drugs worldwide. Subversives penetrate 

the political structure of a country to control it and use it for their own purposes. 

This usually occurs in a permissive political environment where the powerful drug 

dealers are able to use both legal and illegal methods. Also, narcotics trafficking, 

because of the revenue it generates, has a secondary effect of fostering instability ~ 

in the world. American citizens who purchase illegal drugs often unwittingly fund 

criminal paramilitary activities of continent-spanning, subversive organizations. 

Approximately $200 billion in profits is earned annually from drug trafficking in the 

5 



US, making it the largest profit "business" in this country. 

Inner-city drug use is increasing in our country. Seventy-five percent of all 

robberies are drug related. One half of AIDS deaths involve drug users. In 1989, 

375,000 addicted babies were born to drug users in the US alone. 

The "trafficante" has been connected to terrorist crimes throughout the world; the 

most recent were the bombings of Colombia's FBI headquarters and Avianca flight 203, 

the lat~er killing 107 passengers. 
A 

The popular concern over the drug problem is confirmed by a national survey taken 

in September 1989 which established that more than half of the Americans surveyed 

named illicit drug use as the most important problem facing this country today. 

Threats to certain American values -- security, sovereignty, economy and health --~.- 

caused by illicit drugs, are a vital interest to the U.S.~.~ brings us to the 

start point L°f the analysis~ . . . .  ~ ~ / F ~ / "  - '~('~" P~--~-i~m~" 

The Strategy/Process Paradigm begins with a trinity between the people, the 

government and the Counter-Narcotics Force structure. 

/ I - \  
/ . \ 

/ @  \ --., 

tPq.elLIL~"r ~ ~,l L ~ 4 t T ~  

Only when the trinity supports itself can we attempt to reach our goal. As in the - 

diagram above the people must express the will to accomplish the goals supporting a 

vital national interest (the elimination of illegal drugs). If the people have that 

will, then political pressure will be applied by the people on our government. 
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Political and moral strength come from the citizen. 

The government in turn uses the media to jus t i fy  the effort  (means and risk) to the 

people; and to provide direction -- politlcal objectives (ends), resources (means), 

and legitimacy to the Counter Narcotics Force Structure. The media influences policy 

and is a vital bridge to and for the people. The Counter Narcotics Force Structure 

develops the how (strategy), by producing a CN Campaign plan. This plan links ends 

with means, producing results (accomplishment of objectives) leading to the 

achievement of the national goal. 

Peop!e 

'Wmerlc'a/~ o n l y  f i e h ~  ~ > ~ a l  w d r ~  e t f 6 c L i v e i v .  ~ w a r  ~ f  l i ~ # i ~ d  a~ms i ~  ~c~, 

difficult for cur oluf~ii~tic ~c~'i~L.v. " 
Russell FL ~e1qley. ~Yili~arV hzs~or'lan 

The will of the American people to support efforts against illegal drugs is 
1 

evident. Time/CNN conducted a public opinion poll during inauguration week 1989, 

revealing that the priorities for the new administration should be: reduce the budget 

deficit, counter terrorism, and attack the drug problem. A more recent CBS News/NY. 
2 

~poll indicated 64% of those surveyed thought that drugs constitute the most 

important problem facing the US today. The various actions already taken by 

Congress and the President against illegal drugs are a direct result of this public 

opinion. 

The drug problem is a problem of American behavior. To change behavior, two 

effective instruments are education and fear. The inner-city drug abusers include 

many people not equipped by education for circumstances to hear, listen to, and act 

upon pub l ic~ea l th  information. Though education is producing results in middle 

class neighborhoods and in the armed forces, drug use and Crime ~s increasing i n  

ghettos. Punitive actions have not been very effective to date because they are s t i l l  

very mild and diff icul t  to enforce. People commit to efforts that directly affect 

their practical needs -- ability to provide for oneself and family, freedom to pursue 

7 



social needs, self esteem and safety. 

Our public needs to understand the risks involved in CN activities. The American 

people should be convinced that sacrifices are necessary. The government must use 

the media to project a positive commitment to the CN policy and to increase the sense 

of urgenc). The American public is already quite supportive of the application of 

military assistance to the drug war. 

Narcotics trafficking is only part of a larger problem -- Low Intensity Conflict 

(LIC) (see enclosure I). LIC situations do not have a quick fix. The conflicts are 

often protracted, requiring sustained resolve to continue to fight. Democracies have 

difficulty achieving the consensus necessary to fight long wars. Americans want to 

win quickly - the public, Congress, and the media want a quick fix. However, staying 

power is what is necessary. Can the Kovernment convince the public of this? 

Whatever the ultimate goal, we cannot postpone dividends too long or we lose the 

will of the people, The CN team must "make first downs and win games". That's what 

Americans want - confidence in their team and cause. 

Government 

' l q c r o r ' y  over"  d r u q s  ~5 c)ur" c 'du~e, d n ~  i a  ~~ d / u s ~  c d u s e .  4 r ~  w~Z/7 y o u r  / ~ l m .  we 

are Col n~ Zo wln. " 

PreslGc'nZ George Sust7 

Natl onwl'de lelevislcv7 1 989 

Leaders must make supportive public statements. A President's resolve 

demonstrated to his fellow countrymen and to our allies supporting bilateral 

agreements is key to any successful program. "Persuasion" is one of the key powers 

of our presidency. Other federal, state and local governmental officials must also 

respond to the ethical and moral challenges supporting vital interests of our nation. 

The problems with political party rivalries and the vagaries of electorial cycles 

disrupt the accomplishment of national objectives. 

A muddled political ~oal and garbled national consensus is usually the norm. 

However, the Administration's CN goal and policy are clear. A problem exists with 
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the need to prioritize our efforts for CN, and what priority the CN goal has amongst 

other national goals. 

There has been an increase ill legislative support for CN with the shift in 

national security concerns from Europe to the Third World due to diminished East - 

West tensions. This has brought more focus to activities which have always 

threatened US interests (insurgency, drug trafficking, terrorism, etc.). These 

activities occur in an environment created by conflict somewhere between routine 

peaceful competition and war -- known as LIC. 

An NSC LIC Board was established due to the variety, probability and threat of 

LIC. The NSC function of the LIC Board is to develop LIC policy and strategy for 

counter-terrorism, insurgency and counter-insurgency, peacekeeping, peacetime 

contigency operations and counter-narcotics. This LIC strategy will become an 

integral part of our national strategy. The LIC Board will also coordinate 

inter-agency relationships. To date this has not been accomplished - consequently 

the strategies of programs within LIC do not have integrated national direction or 

priority. 

Goal/Policy 

'W statesman who c~nno~ s~a~ eve'n~s will 5oon be en~ulfe'd in ~,~em: !~e will ~ 
th:~wn on ~I~ defet~zve, wresgiinq witl7 gdc~ic-s instead of <,dvancin~ !us ourDose. 

Henry A. Kissin~Ter 
S 

The President's 5 September, 1989 address on a National Drug Control Strategy 

established the goal of the US: to curta i l  the nation's i l l i c i t  use of drugs by 

significantly reducing both supply and demand. To support this goal, the 

international CN policy was established -- stop the supply of illicit drugs to this 

country from abroad, and reduce the world-wide traffic of drugs. The national CN 

policy outlines six ob,~ectives: 

-Reduce the amount of cocaine shipped from Latin America to the US through 
an integrated program. 

-Reduce the amount of heroin shipped from Asia and Mexico to the US 

9 
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through an integrated program• 

-Reduce the amount of marijuana entering the US from worldwide sources 
through an integrated program. 

-Increase intolerance for illicit drugs and stimulate focused support for 
effective narcotics control worldwide---public awareness and demand 
reduction. 

-Eliminate major trafficking networks and cartels. 

-Secure increased international cooperation. 

The President's CN policy represents a comprehensive multi-agency effort to attack 

the drug problem that threatens our way of life. Problems still exist; for example 

the national CN objectives are not properly integrated with our foreign policy 

objectives for Latin America: 

-Deny Communist incursions 
-Maintain Democratic governments 
-Promote economic growth 

The National CN goal, policy and objectives are clear but they are not prioritized 

with other national goals. 

Analyze The Situation 

"The : :Zr~Z.  Zhe 5uDr'e'me. Lhe" m o ~  f a r  ..eachlz/~7 acZ  e f  .jud~ef~ez:,t, Zl?at. She 5~atea#~,:~,'~ 
a n d  commander  have  ~o /~dk'e Z,l~ t o  e '~ jb l l ' 5 t~ l . .  LlTe k i n d  o f  war" on whzc'h =hev a r e  

al ien to i t s  nature. Thi~ Is Lhe fzr'~t e f  a l l  .~tra~eaJc ~Tuest~ons ~nc~ the mc~t 
comDrehens ~ ve. " Cla usewi ~ z 

Once we have the governments CN objectives and see that they are supported by the 
A 

peopl~ the situation is analyzed usin~ a strategic interpretation of METT-T. This is 

the second phase of the "strategy/process paradigm." The national goal has already 

been established• AnalYzing theenvironment is accomplished first, since it is the 

frame for the remainder of HETT-T. ~err-~- 

M- ~l~s~o~ ~o,~L. or~Lsl c~ ~ 

' • • . J 



Environment 

"The d r e a r  Zhlz lq f s  to  q e t  Zbe Zrue ~ z c t u r e .  w h a t e v e r  f t f s . "  
Wif~on Churchill 

Countries and regions move from an environment of peaceful competition to a LIC 

environment (see enclosure I) due to some combination of insurgency, paramilitary 

crime, terrorism, or drug trafficking. These conflicts are the result of social, 

economic, or political dissatisfaction. LIC threats are the accumulation of 

problems, not just a threat of military-confrontation. The drug problem we now face 

in the US and abroad is a result of I0 years of neglect. We focus on foreign 

countries like Colombia to solve the drug problem while neglecting our home front. 

Problems in parts of the US have some characteristics of a LIC environment: poverty, 

violence, discontent and societal change. Los Angeles offers one of the most graphic 

examples of  social devastation wrought by gangs and the illegal drug trade. Similar 

problems exist in New York, Miami and Washington D.C. 

The threat to the US in LIC is the exploitation of instability by groups opposed 

to US goals. LIC continues to be the most likely form of violence involving US 

interests. 

('} 

{'1 

~ . a , , m ~  CdmM 

~ , ~  
; . T / . ~  ~,~ ~ , ,  ~ -  L , , f . ~ l ~ , j  ~.,I 

m44~w ~ el,m~v 

- / 

"Whe'n , " e f e r r ' l n ~  Lo the  ~ c ~ s l b i l i t v  ~,f ~ a r f a r e  f n  S o u t h e r n  C~,~mdnd 5 '~lTed~'r" o r  
omeratl 'CWs - - - c a l l  1"~- "h iqn  D r o b a b f l i ~  v " i n s t e a d  o f  l o w - z ' n t e n s i ~ V .  "' 

o'EH Fred  ,c. ~¢oer'ner 

The Army - Air Force Center for LIC has concluded that counternarcotics is 

included in LIC. The LIC environment in which our CN strategy must operate, requires~ 



examination of the international and domestic context. This examination includes: 

The na tu re  of  the  s o c i e t y  ( f o r e i g n  and domes t ic )  
The na tu re  of  the i n s u r g e n c i e s  o v e r s e a s  
The na tu re  of  the  governments  o v e r s e a s  
I n t e r e s t s  of  the b e l l i g e r e n t s  ( f o r e i g n  and domes t i c )  
I n t e r n a l  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  the  b e l l i g e r e n t s  
Ex te rna l  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  the  b e l l i g e r e n t s  

Our a b i l i t y  to  ach ieve  our goal  i s  a f f e c t e d  no t  on ly  by our  a d v e r s a r i e s  bu t  our  

a l l i e s  as  we l l .  A need for  a deep u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  the  hos t  n a t i o n  c u l t u r e  i s  

i n d i s p e n s a b l e .  For i n s t a n c e ,  Lat in  American drug p r o d u c t i o n  a l lows  farmers  to  

i n c r e a s e  incomes, en ab l e s  government workers  and m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  to  supplement  

t h e i r  meager s a l a r i e s  {through c o r r u p t i o n } ,  and he lps  pay o f f  n a t i o n a l  d e b t s .  In 

Peru and B o l i v i a  coca  i s  an important  economic f o r c e ,  i t  i s  in f a c t  the  most 

important  expor t  of  those  two n a t i o n s .  T r a n s l a t e d  in to  p o l i t i c a l  power, both Peru 

and B o l i v i a  have b locked  coca crop e r a d i c a t i o n ,  due in p a r t  to  c o r r u p t i o n  of  

o f f i c i a l s  and the f a r m e r ' s  lobby. In P e r u ' s  upper  Hua l laga  Va l ley ,  80% of  t h e  

farmers  grow coca even though t ha t  v a l l e y  has never  been a t r a d i t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

a rea ,  nor w i l l  i t  r e v e r t  to one i f  coca  i s  e l i m i n a t e d .  The farmers  moved in only  to  

grow coca.  That i s  why new government a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n i t i a t i v e s  are  f a i l i n g .  In, 

Bo l iv i a ,  a ha l f  m i l l i o n  r e s i d e n t s  d e r i v e  income from the drug t r a d e  even though4coca 

c u l t i v a t i o n  i s  out lawed.  In Colombia, coca ine  i s  the  3d l a r g e s t  means of  revenue 

fo l lowing c o f f e e  and pet ro leum.  Some drug p r o f i t  i s  even i n v e s t e d  back in to  

commerce. 

Drug c a r t e l s  share  many common i n t e r e s t s  with economic and p o l i t i c a l  e l i t e s .  In 

Colombia, c a r t e l s  a re  a l l i e d  with c o n s e r v a t i v e  e l i t e s ,  r i g h t  wing businessmen,  r u r a l  

landowners and a p o r t i o n  of  the m i l i t a r y / p o l i c e .  T r a f f i c k e r s  have bought the suppor t  

of  the poor by l a v i s h  spending on housing p r o j e c t s  and s p o r t s  teams.  The governments 

of  Cuba, Nicaragua (and fo rmer ly  Panama) c o o p e r a t e  with t r a f f i c k e r s ,  p rov id ing  s a f e  

havens,  t r a n s i t  or  p o l i t i c a l  suppor t .  From South America, through Cen t ra l  America 

and in to  the US, the " t r a f f i c a n t e s "  are  o r g a n i z e d  in to  e l a b o r a t e  conglomera tes  fo r  
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the purpose of growing, harvesting, processing, transporting, selling and 

repatriating the profits from drugs. 

The US focuses on negative policies, such as imposing conditions on foreign aid 

and taking retaliatory actions against countries that fail to meet US - established 

eradication quotas or extradition. It is hard for US citizens to comprehend the 

scale of violence, intimidation, and corruption that goes on in the Latin drug- 

producing countries. In Colombia, for instance, the Medellin and Call traffickers 

consider themselves a shadow government and a law unto themselves. Drug lords have 

immense power and use extraordinary brutality. Judges who approve a US extradition 

request usually sign their own death warrants. Many of the drug producing areas are 

in regions which are effectively controlled by guerilla movements. Also, Latins 

resent the US telling them what to do. It violates their sense of national 

sovereignty and sense of logic -- they feel the drug problem is Yankee and the US 

should fight their demand problem. 

We ask the Latin countries to do more -- eradicate crops with chemical spray, 

overcome corruption and intimidation and extradite popular criminals, and yet we do 

not take a tougher stand in our own country. How easy is it to destroy the Latin 

American drug cartels? Our mafia in New York, Miami and LA is alive and well after 

half a century of anti-crime effort. Latins view this as an apparent double standard 

making it difficult for us to obtain a truly international consensus. Drug producing 

countries feel that their debt problems, developmental issues, and falling 

agricultural markets are more important than anti-drug programs. Conversely, the US 

states that the drug problem is more important. No drug-producing country will be 

able to afford, economically or poli t ically,  to undermine the cocaine industry in the 

short term. Practical interests affect ideology. Latin America owes $426 bil l ion in 

international debts that is partly paid off by drug money in some countries. The 

American people are problem solving oriented; but foreign affairs cannot be "solved" 
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-- only changed in small ways, and incrementally, short of war. 

A 1988 poll says two-thirds of the Colombians opposed extradition of traffickers 

to the US. The US must be careful in pushing this issue with President Barco of 

Colombia. He supports the US effort, but is unable to say so publically because of 

strong anti-Yankee sentiment in his country. Also, Colombian elections tot President 

Barco are in May, 1990. Realistically, one country may support another's cause, but 

will never take it as seriously. 

The physical environment for drug operations ranges from mountains to urban 

centers, from deserts to jungles, The capability of US/Allied anti-drug forces to 

disrupt drug production, terrorism and distribution in these remote areas is very 

limited. Environments also range from permissive (Mexico is an example; it is the 

largest single country source for heroin, the second largest for marijuana, and the 

leading transit point for cocaine) to non-permissive (as an example, 90% of the 

world's opium production takes place in areas where the US has limited access -- 

Iran, Afghanistan, Lebanon, Laos, and Burma). 

Intelli~ence 

"~now ~/7~ ~nemy and ~no~ vc~ :~eZ f "  
Sun :zu 

It is not unusual for CNN to report critical information faster than our national 

intelligence system. National intelligence must be envisaged as a necessary backdrop 

to any conceivable US response to the drug threat. The "trafficantes" benefit2~rom 

an elaborate HUMINT/SIGINT system of their own that we have not been able to 

effectively counter. But, the link between the drug mafia, insurgents and terrorists 

has been identifidd. 

Mikhail Gorbachev's policies of Perestroika and Glasnost have not changed KGB 

intelligence work in Latin America. Unfriendly intelligence efforts have increased 

since 1985 in the US, and counter-intelligence efforts are extremely difficult. 

Cuba's DGI is a significant threat in the Southern region. Intelligence gained is 
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frequently shared with insurgent groups and/or the "trafficante". 

Strategic intelligence is critical in providing our CN forces with broad patterns 

and trends of "trafficante" operations in predicting changes in their strategy. 

Tactical intelligence provides data to be exploited immediately. HUMINT is our most 

important, yet weakest, form of intelligence in the drug war. The DOD mission to 

integrate national intelligence (CIA,DIA,EPIC,etc.) should create a tiered, 

community-wide data base with a system for timely dissemination of information. 

Integration efforts should provide timely distribution of specific intelligence, a 

balance between target priorities and system availability, mutual understanding and 

cooperation between agencies. 

The Enemx 

"...one #~ust /~e'eD the do/#ir/d:z:, c'/laracfer'~sZJc's of oel]iQer'e'//Zs "n :#i:]cl. Out of 
the~e cl;ardc"t.e'r'zsf~c'3 d cert~i:7 ~r'aw"Lv d¢'velc~s. ~/~e ~Tub c'.f dll uc, we'r" d:Td mov,..'/#e:Tt. 
on whic/1 eve:-vZ/Jl:~, de'D~'::d~. ://~Z i~ ~/7~" ~ei://- a~,si:/sZ ~//Tic'// dll our ene:Vies s h o u l d  
be  d i r e c t e d "  Ciausewl ~z 

The power and wealth of the international underworld enables it to literally buy 

governments and destabilize entire societies. It has interest in ineffectual 

governments, many that develop in democratic countries. These mafia-like rings are 

capable of very large, very complex undertakings demanding significant discipline and 

tight management. The complexity of processing centers, air strips, transit means, 

equipment and security is enormous. Drug trafficking detracts from US defense on its 

southern borders where we are unable to detect or apprehend the majority of the drug 

traffic. The "trafficante" can adapt more quickly than our government due to 

cumbersome, rigid bureacratic restraints in the US. 

The "trafficante" is capable of achieving significant political and economic 

results by employing a relatively small force conducting spectacular but small scale 

terrorist attacks. Terrorist groups are becoming more involved in illegal narcotics 
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trafficking in Latin America. This compounds the international threat of terrorism 

because it offers lucrative sources of revenue while providing a worldwide smuggling 

network for procuring sophisticated arms and explosives. There are 27 active and 

viable subversive groups operating in nine Latin countries. An increasing number are 

involved in drug trafficking. 

Drug lords in Colombia depict themselves as "Robin Hoods", and even go on 

television (like Carlos Lehder Rivas, who has called on his countrymen to war against 

the American capitalists). This appeals to the esoteric needs (ideological) of the 

people, blaming Americans for their economic problems. The "trafficante" also use 

exoteric appeals (basic needs) to isolate the people from the government. The 

"trafficante" is preservationists (they want to preserve any ineffective government), 

as long as they can control portions of the government. They are moving toward a 

reformist role due to the government's support of US demands for extradition. Their 

strategy against the government and the US is conspiratorial (they infiltrate and 

subvert the government). 

Drug traffickers, leftest insurgents and outside supporting alliances (corrupt 

government officials, international businesses and Soviet surrogates) have a 

marriage of convenience that has produced common ob.jectives. In Colombia, for 

example, terrorist acts against officials have been arranged between drug traffickers 

and terrorist groups. Drug money funds the guerilla war against the government, 

insurgents provide security for narcotics production/transport, corrupt officials are 

bribed by the drug mafia, bankers launder money and Cuba provides external political 

support to some of these groups. These activities destabilize the region and provide 

a sanctuary for the source of our domestic scourge. Even though each group has 

different goals (eg. drug safia is preservationist and the insurgents are 

egalitarian), common survivability interests exist. 

In Colombia, the current trend is a war between the government and insurgent 

groups/ traffickers, and a war between the traffickers/right wing groups with select 
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insurgent groups. Peru's situation has recently changed; government forces and 

t r a f f i c k e r s  were f i g h t i n g  i n s u r g e n t s ,  but  now government f o r c e s  are  f i g h t i n g  a 

c o a l i t i o n  between t r a f f i c k e r s  and i n s u r g e n t s .  The s i t u a t i o n  c o n s t a n t l y  changes.  

This international narco-insurgency infrastructure cannot be countered with 

separate strategies f o r  counterterrorism, counternarcotics, or counterinsurgency. 

The LIC environment is convoluted. 

J 

"The c 'en/:er o f  ~ , t 'av iZv ,"s t he  u l t i m d ~ e '  source" o f  o'nem.v .,~Lre'nc'~h. " 
Clausewi ~z 

Our CN targeting must be part of our national strategy for LIC. In LIC, the 

"center of gravity" is not based on armed might, but on the opponent's ability to 

marshall political, economic, social, and media support. The strategic "center of 

gravity" for drug trafficking i s  the international leadership solidarity and 

infrastructure; i t  is the single common denominator. To win the "war on drugs" we 

must attack the "center of gravity". This infrastructure/alliance must be isolated 

from the people politically and psychologically, and then demoralized; the drug 

cartels and their allies must have their will to carry-on broken. 

"O£struD~ his ~ll£dnc'~'s. Oo not dllow ~nem£~'s to qe~ ccx~e'th~r'." 
Sun Tzu 
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Unity of Effort/Command 

"It is not so much ~/~ moUe of fcv~a~icvl as ~he ~ec~les combined u~e ef ~he 
d i f f e r e n t  arms which w i l l  e t ~ u r e  v i c t o r y "  

Jo~ i n i 

Unity of effort is essential to implement any CN strategy that requires all 

governmental agencies working together toward a common goal (the political 

objective). But currently we do not have the unity of effort required to win the 

"war on drugs" due to governmental bureaucracy, organizational deficiencies and the 

lack of a clear understanding of the threat environment. 

Several factors undermine our ability to unify lines of command and interagency 

coordination. First, there is at present a fuzzy command-and-control link between 

the military and civilian agencies in government. There is a plethora of actors. 

Each agency has its own doctrine, lines of communication, goals and areas of 

responsibility. Second, US foreign policy is affected by Congress, the National 

Command Authority, interest lobbies and public opinion. Political competition and 

interests clash. Third, government agencies compete for resources and protect what 

missions and resources they have. Organizational loyalty is stronger than a sense of 

a national spirit of true cooperation and sacrifice of organizational sovereignty. 

Fourth, compartmentalization of information occurs due to lack of coordination, 

jealousy, classification, or the size of an organization. Fifth, we attack a 

perceived threat with blinders on, impervious to the environment, and focused on a 

quick f ix.  

Both Congress and the President have attempted to fix the unity of effort problem. 

Congress passed the Anti-Drug Abuse Act in 1988 creating the Office of National Drug 

Control Policy (ONDCP), which establishes policy, objectives, priorities, strategy, 

coordination, budget control, and resource allocation. Through the ONDCP, the 

President attempts to provide the unity of comand for CN. Success has been minimal. 
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"He whc~e r a n ~ s  ane  u n i t e d  it~ Dut'DOse w i l l  b e  v i c t o r E o u s  " 
Sun  r~.u 

Any effective strategy and operational implementation requires some basic 

settlement on the nature of the conflict and a conceptual agreement on its causes and 

solutions. There must be concurrence regarding LIC for all government agencies. 

Through such cooperation we obtain unity of effort. No agency or agent is designated 

with overall responsibility for LIC. One agency should integrate and provide 

direction. 
. r . . . . . . . .  - t f ' R E s , o E . q  

. . . . .  . . . . .  

gi: 
Lov Znten$ i ty  C o n f l i c t  ResponsLl=l l i t£es 

Because everything in LIC is interagency, conflict exists over responsibility and 

authority. Components of LIC are viewed as separate problems under the 

responsibility of separate agencies abiding by different rules and pursuing different 

goals. Agencies for CN have conflicting, overlapping and ambiguous authority. 

Unity of command at the national level has been established both in law and in 

fact. The President as Commander in Chief is responsible for strategic coordination. 

The National Security Council's Board for LIC formulates, recommends, and 

orchestrates US policy and strategy for LIC. This responsibility conflicts with 

Department of State (DOS). DOS has authority and responsibility for direction, 

coordination, and supervision of activities overseas. 

Regional geographic responsibilities conflict between government agencies. The 

Theater CINC's areas of operation do not match up with the DOS Regional areas of 
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responsibility. The regional and functional Policy Coordinating Committees (PCC) 

have no established procedure for coordinating activities. There is no DOS PCC for 

counterinsurgency regional affairs, but there is for counterterrorism (CT) and 

counternarcotics (CN). There is a DOS PCC for functional CT affairs, but none for 

counterinsurgency or CN. The problem is that there is neither a single PCC which 

deals with all LIC related activities nor a process to deconflict functional and 

regional problems. 

Ambassadors have full responsibility for the activities of all elements of the US 

diplomatic mission. However, embassies do not have a fusion capability for country 

LIC activities, much less a combined regional capability. The Theater CINC has the 

only regional architecture to support LIC. Since CN is in the LIC arena, the CINC 

plays a key role though he is not the ultimate authority. The Assistant Secretary 

for State (AS/State) for Inter-American Affairs is responsible for inter-agency 

matters for that region. Coordination between AS/State and the Theater CINC is rare. 

DOS is the lead agency for any US response to terrorist acts in foreign countries. 

But, DOD is the focal point for countries seeking military assistance to combat 

terrorism. In DOD, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations/Low 

Intensity Conflict (ASD SO/LIC), the responsible agency for Special Operations Forces 

(SOF) and LIC, has no CN responsibility. The DOD CN responsibility comes under the 

ASD Reserve Affairs (RA). However, Para C4, Title I0 provides that ASD SO/LIC 

prepare the overall plans and implement guidance for various areas in the world where 

special operations and LIC objectives exist. 

DEA is the lead federal agency in enforcing narcotics laws and regulations. The 

Attorney General (AG) assigned the FBI concurrent jurisdiction with DEA over drug lad ~ 

enforcement. The FBI and DEA have overlapping responsibilities/concurrent 

jurisdiction to investigate drug crime. 

The DOS Bureau of International Narcotics Matters is responsible for developing US 
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i n t e r n a t i o n a l  CN p o l i c y .  This  i s  a l s o  the  s t a t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  O f f i c e  o f  

National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). 

The FBI conducts counter-intelligence (el} in country, and the CIA conducts 

counter-intelligence out of country. But, the FBI can investigate CI issues in and 

out of  c o u n t r y .  

The c u r r e n t  m i l i t a r y  r o l e  in CN i s  a r e s u l t  o f  a c t i o n s  by Congress  and t he  

Na t iona l  Command A u t h o r i t y  (NCA). M i l i t a r y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  p r i o r  to  1981 was minimal  

due to the Posse Comitatus Act that prohibited US military participation except for 

undefined, indirect, or passive assistance. In 1981, this Act was ammended to permit 

increased military support to CN efforts. The Defense Authorization Acts of 1982, 

1988, and 1989; and the Anti Drug Abuse Acts of 1986 and 1988 provide for additional 
4 

DOD participation and funding. Today DOD serves as the lead agency for the detection 

and monitoring of surface and maritime transit of drugs; integration of US C31 

dedicated to CN; approval/funding of State governors' plans using National Guard 

assets; and the provision of equipment for support as allocated by OSD. 

JCS formed Joint Task Forces (JTF) 4,5 and 6. JTFs 4 and 5 are commanded by US 

Coast Guard (USCG) Admirals. But, the USCG is a service within Department of 

Transportation {DOT}. JTF 6 is commanded by a US Army General. All 

of the JTF's come under command of military CINCs controlled by CJCS, who has no 

interdiction authority. 

The Immigration and Naturalization Service/Border Patrol guards against illegal 

entry into the USA. The US Customs Service has the primary interdiction and seizure 

responsibility for illegal drugs. The USCG is responsible for interdiction of 

maritime drug smuggling. Interdiction of air transported drugs entering the US is 

the .joint responsibility of the USCG and the Customs Service. Friction between these 

organizations is not uncommon. 

The US Marshalls Service tracks and apprehends federal fugitives, both 

f~ 
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agencies. 

operations. 

CN effort. 

domestically and internationally. DEA's long term mission is to immobilize drug 

organizations through the removal of their leaders. Coordination between the two is 

difficult. 

There is also an overlap of intelligence gathering efforts. The CIA is tasked to 

ensure timely exploitation and dissemination of national intelligence to governmental 

DEA is the lead agency for intelligence supporting drug law enforcement 

DOD is responsible for integrating national intelligence to support the 

As we can see, this brief summary of functions and responsibilities in CN efforts 

obviously shows the extent to which we have conflicting, overlapping, and ambiguous 

authority between governmental agencies involved in CN. Can there be government 

agency synergism? Can the US execute a coalition strategy with our allies? We have 

got to fix agency jurisdictional lines and bridge the constitutional/political gaps 

which seperate the branches of government. 

Legitimacy 

by it/zct~icv~l law'" 
Or. Alber'~ Cc) l l .  ~6~'( AVI i c  v) .?O/'L fC 

The inherent r i g h t  of sel f -defense is recognized in A r t i c l e  51 of the UN Charter.  

We i n te rp re t  "se l f -defense"  broadly to serve our purposes, using the "cu lminat ive 

th rea t "  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Drug t r a f f i c k e r s  and t e r r o r i s t s  are v i o l a t i n g  both domestic, 

host nat ion and i n te rna t i ona l  law. The Just ice Department's O f f i ce  of Legal Counsel 

has ruled that ind ica to rs  of a~gression against our c i t i z e n s ,  values, or country 

j u s t i f y  pre-emptive se l f -defense,  and that  we do not need the consent of another 

country  to apprehend a drug c z a r / t e r r o r i s t  using t h i s  p ro tec t ive ,  p r i n c i p l e .  The 

danger, of course, is  r e c i p r o c i t y .  Also, A r t i c l e  24 d i c t a tes  that  states sha l l  

refrain from territorial/political violations of other states. This is important 

since we live in a world where it matters what others think of our actions. 
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The scope of the drug threat may require Congress to. decl~7~ on the drug ma[ia 

and terrorist organizations. It would produce a determination to use every resource 

necessary to win that war. To declare war doesn't mean we must dispatch 

infantry divisions or drop bombs. Actions must be proportional. But it does 

enable the government and people to recognize a juridially altered relationship and 

to l i c e n s e  such a c t i o n  as i s  deemed a p p r o p r i a t e  to  win. Consequen t ly ,  the  p o l i t i c a l  

o b j e c t i v e  becomes much c l e a r e r .  

"Western" th ink ing  d r i v e s  the  use of  f o r c e .  When i s  f o r c e  j u s t ?  What l i m i t s  do 

.eo  e.e  

Unconvent ional  Warfare (UW) is  commonplace in a LIC envi ronment .  Rules  Of 

Engagement (ROE) a re  compl i ca t ed  when mixing US and hos t  c o u n t r y  laws. R e g u l a t i o n s  

are  confus ing  for  law enforcement  agenc i e s  and the m i l i t a r y  when engaged in LIC. 

The 1988 UN Convention a g a i n s t  i l l e g a l  drugs is  an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  document c a l l i n g  

fo r  c r imina l  s a n c t i o n s .  I t  has ye t  to be r a t i f i e d  by the US Sena te .  Other c o u n t r i e s  

t h a t  have s igned the Convention are  awai t ing  our r a t i f i c a t i o n .  

Resources  

"~esc~ur~: ~: b'~ 5~d~e wl'l] //o~ ~5~ i t /  ~r'o~t~c'~c~ c'd/Ppd~~/~, ot:'~5~ C~CUr':; 

6"url f : u  

The e x t r a o r d i n a r y  number of  government agenc i e s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  to the CN e f f o r t  

should be ab le  to  p rov ide  the n e c e s s a r y  r e s o u r c e s  r equ i r ed  to reach our n a t i o n a l  

goal .  DOD i s  the c r i t i c a l  depar tment  due to i t s  r e s o u r c e s ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g  

for  the LIC environment .  A v i a t i o n ,  v e s s e l s ,  communications,  d e t e c t i o n / s u r v e i l l a n c e  

equipment,  language p r o f i c i e n c y ,  d e s e r t / j u n g l e  e x p e r t i s e  and t a c t i c a l  LIC exper i ence  

are a v a i l a b l e  fo r  our government ' s  u s e .  Support  dan be p rov ided  w i thou t  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d eg rad a t i o n  of  o t h e r  de f ense  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  With LIC being the most 

p robab le  type of  c o n f l i c t  f a c i n g  the US in the f u t u r e ,  i t  makes sense  to  suppor t  CN. 

The t r a i n i n g  b e n e f i t  i s  t h a t  r e a l  enemy are  a v a i l a b l e .  Law Enforcement 
--- ~ ~ - 
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Agencies (LEA's) will not be successful without support from DOD. For example, DEA's 

agent strength is only 2900, less than the New York City Subway Police Force. DEA 

conducts operations in 46 foreign countries with only 240 agents. 

Involvement in CN is consistent with the military's role as a strategic force, 

fulfilling the overall mission of safeguarding the national security of the US both 

at home and abroad. Active duty training missions are ongoing on our Southwest 

border supporting the border patrol. In Latin America, Special Forces teams are 

supporting DEA agents trained by Army Rangers. The Army National Guard (NG) 

supplementsbUS Customs Service in cargo inspection, air/ground surveillance, 

eradication and transport. The NG are only legally federal soldiers if activated by 

IX)D, thus they are not bound by Posse Comitatus restrictions. 

The authorization and appropriation of money gives the Congress a certain amount 

of control over CN as well as LIC. This is critical, because small amounts of 

funding can make the difference between success and failure. The President has asked 

Congress for $10.6 billion for anti-drug efforts in FY 91. The military will spend 

$1.2 million. This is a 37% increase from FY 90. 

'~t ~i~ses the ~nd~u~ O~ d~iu~U ~o ~/~ ii~i~ed 1#ear~ av~ilabi~" 
L i d d e l l  ,~a:'t 

Security assistance is a key resource in LIC; it is the bridge that links 

collective security between the US and its allies in times of both peace and crisis. 

US policy regarding Latin America has been aimed at treating separate symptoms rather 

than alleviating LIC causes. Comprehensive security assistance programs help attack 

the cause of the problems. Security assistance provides host countries with some of 

the resources needed to confront insurgency threats that often are endemic to 

narcotics-producing regions. 

There are insufficient US resources to assist all lesser-developed countries 

engaged in LIC. Risk analysis should prioritize critical country accounts. It is 

imperative that the security assistance progrRm be adequately funded and flexible to 
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support our strategy. 

In 1985, President Reagan stated that "dollar for dollar, our security assistance 

contributes as much to global security as our own defense budget". The House 
6 

Committee on Foreign Affairs acknowledged in February, 1989, that security assistance 

must be integrated into foreign policy. To date, no action has been taken. Less 

than 3% of security assistance funds are earmarked for the LIC countries contributing 

to the US drug problem. 

'W continuation o f  the trend toward s /~rp ly  lower ~nd more ~olz'~ic'ally c'o:~traif~d 
aid ~rc~.rams could threaten US access ~nd influence in maf~v ~v r~q£oz~ c, ve:" tl~ 
¢omi'nq years, implyinq a tac i t  : ~ t r ~ t  from US qlobal in~e:ests and 
. . . r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and c o f ~ c t ~ i n i n q  US £o:'ce Df'oj~c'tz'of~ d t~und L/le wor ld.  " 

H. Ail~n MOZ&'I~'5 

The program has undergone a series of steady cuts over the last several years. 

These cuts and "earmarking" practices have prevented the administration from 

allocating adequate resources to countries in Latin America and Africa critical to 

national security interests. The annual certification process is the centerpiece of 

US diplomatic efforts to encourage cooperation in narcotics control. But as we've 

seen)it is ineffective and cuts even more the meager resources provided. This 

generates antagonism in target countries. Finally, security assistance is, at 

present)a tool of the Ambassador, CINC, and Congress, resulting in future programming 

conflicts. 

Strategy 

" I t  shou ld  be r~member~d t f ~ t  wh i le  a t t d c ~ i n q  U ~  c~n te r  o f  gr~vz'~v may be the 
surest and swi f tes t  road to vi'c~orv, i ' t  w i l l  :~ r~ lv  be t /~ easiest road. :Yo:~ often 
t l ~n  not .  the enemy :~cc~,niz inq h is  c~nte:  o f  q f~v i ; . v  w i l l  ;ak~ ~;~e~s co, u: 'ot~c't i t .  

~J 

and /ndErect  means w i l l  be , ' ~ u i : e d  to  f o rce  him to  e,~c~e i t  to  a t t a c k .  
~Y 100-5 

A n t i - d r u g  s t r a t e g y  has gone th rough  t h r e e  s t a g e s .  In the  e a r l y  8 0 ' s ,  t h e r e  was a / 

crackdown on domes t i c  consumpt ion .  I t  made l i t t l e  i m p r e s s i o n  because  i t  was seen  as  

a " l i f e s t y l e  " i s s u e  w i th  r e l a t e d  c o n c e r n s  ove r  c i v i I  l i b e r t i e s .  However, s i n c e  

1980, DOD has r educed  drug use in the  m i l i t a r y  by 82~ t h rough  e d u c a t i o n  and drug  
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testing programs. The military uses "readiness" as the requirement for drug testing. 

The lack of r e s o l v e  on the p a r t  of the  American pub l i c  to do more about the demand 

i s sue  in the  US s c t c  a poor example in the  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n t e x t .  

In the  mid -80 ' s ,  the supply s ide  of  drug p roduc t ion  was emphasized.  PEA c o n f l i c t s  

with S t a t e  a rose  o v e r s e a s ;  we unde re s t ima ted  the immensi ty  of  drug p r o d u c t i o n ;  and 

c i v i l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  wi th  e r a d i c a t i o n  began. Most of  t h e s e  programs damaged l o c a l  

i n t e r e s t s ,  c o n s e q u e n t l y  the hos t  government r e sponse  was h a l f - h e a r t e d .  These CN 

programs o f t e n  c o n f l i c t e d  wi th  hos t  coun t ry  c o u n t e r i n s u r g e n c y  programs. Even though 

the  growing of  coca  s e v e r e l y  damages the environment  due to " s l a s h  and burn" 

t echn iques  and chemica l  con tamina t ion  in r i v e r s ,  the people  f e a r e d  even more t h a t  

government h e r b i c i d e  sp ray ing  programs would d e s t r o y  c o f f e e  crops  and gave the  

" t r a f f i c a n t e "  ammunition for  propoganda. E r a d i c a t i o n  and the  d e s t r u c t i o n  of drug 

p roces s ing  f a c i l i t i e s  r e q u i r e s  US personne l .  But the  mere p resence  of US 

a g e n t s / t r o o p s  c r e a t e s  p o l i t i c a l  problems for  a hos t  n a t i o n .  Major o p e r a t i o n s ,  l i k e  

"Operat ion  Blas t  Furnace" or the pos t ing  of a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r s  o f f  of  c o a s t a l  a r e a s ,  

a re  too o v e r t .  But, a s e c r e t  o p e r a t i o n  o f f  the coas t  of  Colombia in 1984, with USCG 

and Colombian f o r c e s  coope ra t i ng  a g a i n s t  mar i juana  t r a f f i c k i n g ,  was very  s u c c e s s f u l .  

In the l a t e  8 0 ' s ,  a l l  t h ree  s t ages  of drug t r a f f i c k i n g  were a t t a c k e d :  supply ,  

t r a n s p o r t  and demand. The pr imary o b j e c t i v e  of  i n t e r d i c t i o n  was to r a i s e  the r e t a i l  

p r i c e  and thus a f f e c t  demand. I t  h a s n ' t  worked. In 1988, 29% more coca ine  was 

s e i zed  than in 1987. B u t ~ h e  amount e n t e r i n g  the  US con t inued  to grow. The reason 

i s  the ease in r e p l a c i n g  s e i z e d  drugs ,  because the  va lue  is  very  low u n t i l  i t  ge t s  to 

the  drug d i s t r i b u t o r  on the s t r e e t .  A GAO r e p o r t  in 1989 s t a t e s  t h a t  out  of  14430 

suspec t  a i r c r a f t ,  Customs sough t  to i n t e r c e p t  8788 and on ly  23% were caught:  Of 

those  caught ,  fewer than 10% had drugs .  Customs "bus t s"  of  54% of  the  a i r c r a f t  in 

Miami r e s u l t e d  from informer  t i p s .  I t  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  i n t e r d i c t i o n  s tops  l e s s  than 

12% of the drug flow in to  the US by boat  and a i r c r a f t .  
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Virtually all the chemicals used to produce cocaine are imported from the US. 

Controls that have been established are not effective. To date, eradication programs 

have not been able to keep pace with the expansion of narcotics crops. Coca 

cultivation expands by an estimated 10% each year. Developmental assistance is 

provided to foreign governments to offer alternative sources of income. But this has 

not been successful with farmers in peasant economies. In Peru, the government 

eradication program will pay a campesino $300 to destroy one hectare of coca; the 

trafficante middleman will pay $7000 for the leaves of one hectare of coca. 

In 1971, the opium production in Turkey was eliminated. Mexico took over as a 

source of the US heroin supply. In 1970, the Mexican marijuana supply was virtually 

eliminated. Colombia supplanted Mexico as the primary source to the US. That source 

was curtailed and now the US produces 25% of its own. There is little chance to 

control production everywhere at once. It is not feasible to mount sustained 

eradication operations. 

DEA agents are workin~ hard on eradication of coca and destruction of cocaine 

production facilities. But with only 240 agents in 45 countries and with limited 

military assistance, it is an impossibility. No real progress has been made in a 

regional approach to counter-force targeting (production/distribution). 

International priorities in any successful CN strategy for 1990's must be: 

-disruption and dismantlement of C31 
-reducing supply 
-multi-national efforts to reduce/eliminate "trafficante" (money 
laundering) 

-making anti-drug effort a top bilateral priority 

For this CN strategy to work,.it must support and be supported by the national LIC 

strategy..This involves understanding the common threat and how to attack it, 

subordinating CN strategy to LIC strategy and strategic coordination. 

Cooperation with foreign governments must be directed toward eliminating the 

conditions that nurture discontent, as well as towardYinitiating bilateral 
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agreements that will not further obstruct US interests in the area. The operational 

environment requires the development of regional objectives with countryxspecific 

consideratiolls. Our strategy cannot be typically "Yanqui" impcrialism, but must be 

shaped around Latin value systems. The economic, political, religious, social and 

insurgent situation in each country must be analyzed. For example, the majority of 

the people in the Andean countries do not care about "crack" problems in American 

cities. They care about basic needs and who provides for these needs. Consequently, 

CS activities by DEA, STATE and DOD must be closely integrated with AID economic 

programs, host country counterinsurgency operations and embassy policy. Operation 

"Blast Furnace" in Bolivia was an example of a non-integrated quick fix. It was too 

ostentatious. The Bolivian people perceived a "Yanqui" invasion, weak OPSEC resulted 

in drug mafia counter-action, critical political/economic/social actions were not 

properly integrated, and the operation was short-lived as production resumed 

immediately following US withdrawal. 

AID coordinates foreign economic programs within DOS, but seldom with DOD. There 

is an intimate relationship between economic aid and security assistance. Both must 

mesh closely for our effort to work. The $2 billion American plan for Andean ridge 

countries in 1990 will compete with the "trafficante" influence, but only if properly 

integrated. 

In April of this year, Secretary Baker will follow up on the Economic Summit of 

Industrialized Nations to make recommendations to combat money laundering. Pursuing 

this counter-value targeting (money) attacks the traffickers purpose (key, since it 

is an important aspect of the international infrastructure bonding process). Our 

strategy must be discriminative. What is desirable and what is feasible must be 

considered with the risks involved. It must include prioritization of objectives 

and allocation of resources. We must then establish a sequence to attain objectives. 

Linking these "means" with "ends" are phased in the CN Campaign Plan. 
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CNCampaign Plan 

'W c~mmpaiqn i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  b.v i t s  broad sccxpe. / o i n t  u c ~ i v i t y ,  and l i n k ~ q e  to  d 
s e r i e s  o f  ~ o e r ~ t i o n s  des ig f~d  to achieve s t r a c ~ l c  c ~ j ~ c t i v e s .  " 

ut_ ,cE 100-6 

Campaigns a r e  o r g a n i z e d  in LIC a r e a s  as  an i n t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l  c i v i l - m i l i t a r y  

e f f o r t .  CN a c t i v i t i e s  must be i n t e g r a t e d  with c o u n t e r i n s u r g e n c y  a c t i v i t i e s  des igned  

to r e s t o r e  governmental contro l  based on common o b j e c t i v e s .  Access to  f o r e i g n  

c o u n t r i e s  involved  in IIC i s  d i f f i c u l t .  W e  are t r y i n g  to  p r o t e c t  our i n t e r e s t s  in 

the complex environment of coalition warfare with allies who have their own 

interests, traditions, incentives and priorities. FM 100-20 outlines the necessary 

doctrine for LIC. This manual describes Internal Defense and Development (IDA/}) 

strategy, ie. how to build on viable political, economic, social and military 

institutions that respond to the needs of societies. It provides principles that 

promote growth to protect against subversion, lawlessness and insurgency. 

The LIC imperatives (political dominance, unity of effort, adaptability, 

legitimacy and perserverence) are vital to the CN campaign. CN operations are thus 

generated with unity and coherence ft'om tile campaign plan. 

C_NN Operations 

" I f  out" c ~ e t ~ t i o f ~ l  mechc~,s and ~dct ic$ ar~ f lXe~  r'OUtl'ne5 ~,~t ~r~ [io~ 
.~DecEf ica l l y  a~tuned ~o c/~ f ~ t u r ~  o f  ~nemy fo rce5,  wh i l e  the ] a t ~ r  &~e " r ~ l J t l ' o t ~ ] "  
methc~d$ and t a c t i c s  t l ~ t  ar~ t a i l o r  made to  e x p l o i t  our" weaAne'sses and c i rcumvent  out" 
.~trenqths. theft our  Wl~CSt s t r~ te~ l 'es  ~ta.v be uftdone O.v c ~ e r ~ t l ' e f ~ l  dnd ~ c t i c ~ l  
f a i l u r e . . .  " 

Edwa:d N. Luttwak.  Pentagon ~dvl '5or 

The LIC env i ronment  r e q u i r e s  o p e r a t i o n s  f o r c i n g  the  enemy to f i g h t  on terms l e a s t  

favorable to him. Dislocation is the aim, using the application of violence to 

support intermediate objectives. ' 

Interdiction is the most expensive and resource-demanding CN effort for DOD. To 

detect, monitor, and assist interdicting the infiltration/exfiltration of 

narcotics~precursor chemicals by air, land and sea on a regional/national level is a 
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monumental tasking. The military is trained and equipped better than any other 

agency to do this job. Tho,gh interdiction operations are mostly defensive, we must 

keep up a "full court press" to gain culminative results. However, defensive 

measures will never win -- we are just putting tourniquets on capillaries, 

counterforce vice countervalue. 

The most adaptable and politically sensitive military resource for LIC is Special 

Operations Forces (SOF}. These forces are "parapolitical" since political stakes and 

risks are very high. CN operations closely replicate those assigned to SOF in 

wartime. It doesn't make sense to fully duplicate this military capability within 

the Law Enforcement Agencies (LEA's) when they can complement each other. SOF can be 

used to help in the offensive to locate, disrupt, and dismantle the major 
A! 

transportation arteries (LOCs) and princip~drug facilities, and capture/eliminate 

drug mafia leadership. Appropriate preemptive actions against the "center of 

gravity" is critical. Offense leads to winning, defense does not. It would be a 

mistake to confine national security strategy to the defensive mode responding only 

to threats. We must take the initiative away from the enemy. A small select group 

of SOF should be deputized to assist in the capture/elimination of the drug and 

terrorist leadership overseas. The key is using the military or police from the host 

nation for legitimacy, integrated with select DEA, CIA, and SOF, to conduct 

low-visibility, covert, or clandestine operations. These activities bring up 

questions of legality outlined in E.O. 12333, The War Powers Resolution DCID 5/I and 

the Posse Comitatus Act. But, SOF can be used for tow visibility operations; and 

with a Presidential finding, or a change in legislation, SOF can conduct 

covert/clandestine operations on a selected basis. We are fighting an adversary in / 

LIC that has focused his actions on two critically weak American seams -- those 

between peace and war and between domestic and international law. 
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"You have /70 idea how much zt contributes to the qeneral ~olil.e:less and 
pleasantness of  di~plomacy when you have a l£t i . le quiet armed force in the 
backqreund. " 

Georqe F. Kenna:~ 

The figure below outlines the current status of CN coerations: 

~LS 

~1[.$ N O  

We have made supply, transit and demand CN objectives, but we currently are not 

using the required means in any of the categories. We have the will (rhetorically) 

to go after the supply and transit objectives, but not the demand. 

Conclusion/Recommendations 

" ~  dear~-e o f  for'c~' t / ~ t  ~ u ~  be use'd a q a ~ : ~  Zhe e / ~ y  de~e':lds ,~w Lt~ >c~1~ o f  
~ o l i  t i c a ]  o~mand~ on e i ~ t ~ r  s ide ' .  " 

GlJu~ew~ L z 

The following recomme,dations, if implemented, will support a winning CN campaign 

plan: 

-The Senate must ratify the UN Convention Against Illicit Traffic in 

Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances. We have signed, but not ratified the 

Convention. 

-Programs in the US to reduce demand must be strengthened with punitive 

severity, personnel and funds. A psychological and educational campaign using 

government leaders and the media must be undertaken to obtain public acceptance. 

-We must take the indirect approach, the line least expected, in the 

psychological sphere, against the "trafficantes'" center of gravity -- the 

unexpected, extraordinary (Sun Tzu's "Chi") with specialized, discriminatrory 

actions. Meanwhile, "normal" forces should continue with the direct "full-court" 
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press (Sun Tzu's "Cheng"). This requires ingenuity in anticipating, deterring and 

preempting the enemy. 

-DOD must take on a larger role (see enclosure 2). For instance, SOF can 

take over some DEA field requirements. Both the DEA and the FBI can deputize anyone 

for a specific mission (eg., seeking out and arresting drug lords). The President 
? 

can wave Posse Comitatus on a case-by-case basis, (eg., the Atlanta Prison 

situation). Additional statutory authority should be given the military for 

interdiction operations. 

-Take aggressive action to curtail the international flow of precursor 

chemicals starting with procedures on exports from the US to illegal drug-producing 

countries. 

-ASD SO/LIC should be the responsible DOD representative for CN since he 

is responsible for special operations and LIC. 

-Congress should provide multi-year appropriations for foreign aid 

(specific security assistance) to specific countries and assign the CINCs more 

responsibility in implementation. 

-The effort against laundering operations must be increased not only in 

the Bahamas and Europe, but also in our own country~a trillion dollars changes hands 

in the world each day via electrical transfer means).J ~, ,~W,&~ q]a. W,'~ ~ 

-The nature of the LIC threat calls for effective ¢4vil/mlli~ary I ~{q.]~ . 

mechanisms to implement national policy from the strategic to the tactical level. 

This must start at NSC and flow through ONDCP to all governmental agencies involved. 

The NSC staff is a small organization but can formulate policy quickly. NSC must 
z' 

resolve the LIC issues immediatel~ integrating CN strategy. 

-If ONDCP is in charge, he must be given the power he needs to conduct the 

national CN effort. 

-The President must meet with key-Congressmen and come to an agreement on 
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what we really want to do and how to reach the required commitments. This may 

require actually declaring war, not using the word "war" in a rhetorical sense. 

The drug problem that the US faces is the most serious this country has 

experienced in current times. The complexity of "Counter Narcotics" requires a 

comprehensive and well coordinated strategy that maintains unity of effort throughout 

planning and execution. The use of the "strategy/process paradigm" will assist in 

maintaining the focus essential for accomplishing the national political objective - 

the "ends". To reach the "ends" is to win. And after all, as Americans, our 

business is, as Vince Lombardi put it "to win and to win and to win!" 
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L ........... 

"Low Intensity Conflict is political-military 
confrontation between contending states or 
groups at a level below conventional war but 
above routine peaceful competition among 
states. It involves protracted struggles of 
competing principles and ideologies. Low 
Intensity Conflict ranges from subversion to 
the use of armed forces. It is waged by a 
combination of means employing political, 
economic, informational, and military 
Instruments. Low Intensity Conflicts are 
often localized, generally in the Third 
World, but contain regional and global 
security implications." 

National Security Directive No. 277 

Low i n t e n s i t y  c o n f l i c t  £= a political-militacyconf=oncaCion between concenc~.ng 

s ~ a c e s  o c  g : ¢ u p s  b e l o w  c o n v e n t i o n a l  wac a n d  a b o v e  ~he  couc inew  p e a c e f u l  c o m p e t i t i o n  

aunon~ s C a ~ e s .  Z~ f = e q u e n c l y  i n v o l v e s  p c o C z a c ~ e d  s t r u g g l e s  o f  c o m p e t i n g  p c i n c i p l e s  

and i d e o l o f i e s .  Low inCensi~y c o n f l i c ~  :an ;es  £=~m subve=sion Co ~he use oE a=nad 

fo=ce. I t  i s  wmged by a con~ina~ion o f  means, en~ loy ing  p o l i t i c a l ,  eeonon~c, 

informational, and mili~azy ins~=umencs. Low incensi~y conflicts a=e often 

localized, gene=ally in ~he Third Wo=Id, bu~ contain cegional and global securi~ 7 

implications. 
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SPECIFIC DOD CN ACTIVITIES 

I. Wh~t9 opera t ions :  

A. Detection/monitoring/interdiction/disruption 

B. Foreign country a i r space  con t ro l  a s s i s t a n c e  

C. Regional C3I a r c h i t e c t u r e  

1. Secure "NARCNET" 

2. LIC fusion capability (CINC, Embassies, Host Countries) 

D. I n t e l l  a r c h i t e c t u r e  (most va luable  US c o n t r i b u t i o n )  

E. Target ing 

F. Provide ground, a i r ,  and sea asse t s  

G. Integrate NORA/} support for Andean Ridge 

H. Train military and police forces for CI, CT, CN, FID 

I. SDI and other R&D technology- DARPA lead agency 

J. Establish an international CN training center 

K. Establish container tracking systea 

L. OPSEC program for entire community 

M. Theater SAR 

N. Psychological operations 

O. Civil Affairs operations 

If. Black Operations: 

A. Strategic reconnaisance/surveillance to identify critical LOC nodes, 

leaders, facilities. 

B. Capture/eliminate selected targets 

C. Pollute precursor chemicals known for drug production 

D. Provide beacons/designate targets for Ac-i30 and Naval vessel night 

s t r i k e s ;  and a l l i e d  day bombing 

E. Dlsinformation 

F. Counter- ter ror ism 

G. Deception opera t ions  
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